This paper studies the social networks and feelings of social loneliness of a group of migrants that, because of their European origins and their mixed relations with a native partner, might be easily integrating socially. The data are a sample of 237 
Introduction
This article focuses on the relationship between social networks and feelings of social loneliness after migration. Social loneliness has been defined as the feeling felt in the absence of an engaging social network of peers who (partly) share the same interests (Weis, 1973) . When moving to another country, migrants leave behind their network of family and friends. Despite increased options to maintain contact across borders Here again one should be careful with overemphasising the automatic social integration of migrants with a native partner (Song, 2009 ).
Our aim is first to get more insight into the social networks of these European migrants and compare their feelings of social loneliness to that of non-migrants. Do they feel as socially embedded as the native population? Second, we want to understand what the main determinants of social loneliness are among European migrants with a native partner by covering their local and transnational networks. We expand previous studies by including both family and friends and covering network size, composition and quality (frequency of interaction). We do not aspire to measure the impact of intermarriage or European origin on integration, but to study the social integration of a group that, because of their origin and mixedness, might be considered a low-risk group for social exclusion or isolation.
Data come from the Belgian data of the EUMARR-project, an international study on European bi-national couples. Because of its central political and geographical position within Europe, Belgium finds itself among the European countries with the largest percentage of European migrants amidst its population (Eurostat, 2013) . Just under half (47%) of the foreign-born population has European citizenship, representing 7% of the total population, and their importance is still growing (Pelfrene, 2014) . Sixty-four percent of married or cohabiting European migrants in Belgium live with a native partner (Koelet & de Valk 2014) . All in all a perfect case country for the study of European migrants.
Background

Social loneliness and social networks
According to Weiss' (1973) seminal work, feelings of loneliness are a response to a relational deficit. In the case of emotional loneliness this relational deficit is the absence of a close emotional attachment; in the case of social loneliness the absence of an engaging social network. While the first is associated with feelings of abandonment and emptiness, the second is associated with feelings of exclusion and marginality. Both types are not necessarily interdependent. One can feel emotionally alone in the presence of a broad social network, as much as one can feel socially isolated in the presence of close emotional attachment.
Social loneliness is not an objective situation, such as being socially isolated; it is a subjective state. To be lonely is to feel a lack or loss of companionship (Townsend, 1973) . Social loneliness can nevertheless be related to objective network characteristics, even if the impact differs between groups (Green et al., 2001) . While among older people, social loneliness is linked to the quality of existing contacts or closeness of contacts, among younger people it is rather the size of the social network that matters, as well as the presence of a close other. In adolescence, the interconnectedness or density of the network determines how socially lonely one feels. Besides size, closeness and density, the diversity of the network also matters (de Jong Gierveld et al., 2006) . A combination of weak and strong ties in the network seems to protect people more from loneliness than a network of strong ties only (van Tilburg, 1990) . Older people whose networks consist primarily, or entirely, of kin are more vulnerable to loneliness than people with more heterogeneous networks (Dykstra, 1990) .
Overall women report higher levels of social loneliness than men, which seems related to men's reluctance to report loneliness in response to direct survey questions (de Jong Gierveld et al., 2006) . Finally, personal characteristics and the perspective of being able to enlarge or upgrade the network also mediate loneliness (de Jong Gierveld, 1998) . (1973) points to geographical uprooting as a major determinant of social loneliness. As people move from one place to another, they move away from their network of family and friends that constituted a community to them and provided them with, for example, sociability, information, advice, and help. In times of globalization and with the development of new travel and communication technologies, it has become easier to maintain transnational relations (Levitt and Jaworsky, 2007; Levitt and Glick Schiller, 2004; Lusis, 2012; Pries, 2001) . Still, longdistance relationships are not always able to fulfill the same needs as localized relationships, especially if it comes to day-to-day support and practical help (Nisic and Petermann, 2013: 200) . As a consequence, most migrants are forced to restructure and transform their social networks after migration. They look for support in a combination of established and newly formed networks in both the country of origin and arrival (Ryan, 2009; Ryan et al., 2008) . Putting down roots nevertheless takes time (Lubbers et al., 2010; Nisic and Petermann, 2013; Putnam, 2000) and the integration into newly formed or existing social networks in the country of migration might prove difficult. Ties with the network at home typically become weaker with time since migration, while new ties in the place of settlement become stronger (Lubbers et al., 2010) . Without integration in existing or new networks in the country of arrival, migrants are likely to feel lonely or socially isolated (Galent et al., 2009; Weiss, 1973) .
Social loneliness and migration
Weiss
While little is known on the composition and distribution of social networks among ethnic groups in comparison to native groups (Völker et al., 2008) , a Canadian study (Kazemipur, 2004) (Lubbers et al., 2010; Nisic and Petermann, 2013; van Tubergen and Volker, 2014) . Boyd and Nowak (2012) 
European migrants with a native partner: a low risk group for social loneliness?
Existing research on loneliness among migrants mainly focuses on those of nonEuropean origin (Vancluysen and Van Craen, 2011: 437; the elderly: Ajrouch, 2008; Dong et al., 2012; Fokkema and Naderi, 2013; Heravi-Karimooi et al., 2010; Kim, 1999; adolescents: Neto, 2002; international students: Kirova, 2001; Sawir et al., 2008; Wiseman, 1997 ' (Favell, 2003: 13) . When compared to natives, direct contact with the original network is still reduced also for European migrants (De Winter et al., 2014) . Emotional as well as cultural ties to family, friends, partners and the local area are found to play a role in the motivation of young Europeans not to participate in student mobility programs for instance (Conti, 2013) . 
Methods and data
Data
Our data come from the international EUMARR survey, which was the first survey designed to collect comprehensive data on European bi-national and uni-national couples, their lives and lifestyles in eight major European cities. The Belgian data (N=805), used here, were collected in 2012-2013 through an online questionnaire in two internationally oriented cities: Brussels and Antwerp (de Valk et al., 2013) . While Brussels represents a truly global city, Antwerp's connections are rather 'locally' oriented towards neighbouring countries (Derudder and Taylor, 2003) . These urban areas were selected to achieve comparability in the international project, but also because more European migrants live in large cities. Obviously this focus on urban areas could influence the structure and composition of the personal networks at study here (Gómez-Mestres et al., 2012) which we will pay attention to when discussing our findings.
The Brussels sample was drawn randomly from the National Population
Register and the Antwerp sample from the Municipal Population Register. Married and cohabiting couples were selected based on current nationality of the partners and age range in the couple (age 30-45), after which one partner was randomly chosen as (2) different dimensions of these local social networks (size, composition and intensity of contact); and (3) the transnational network in the country of origin.
Information on the different dimensions of the transnational networks is not available in the EUMARR data. The model also includes the time since migration, and controls for gender.
Measures
We use the social loneliness subscale developed by de Jong-Gierveld and colleagues and widely tested, validated and evaluated in previous studies (de Jong-Gierveld and van Tilburg, 1999, 2011) . Out of the eleven items in the scale, we use the five items that refer to social loneliness: (1) There is always someone I can talk to about my day-
to-day problems; (2) There are plenty of people I can lean on when I have problems; and (1b) transnational visitors. All items were likert scales ranging from 1 'rarely or never' to 8 'daily'.
Our relatively small sample does not allow us to include a broad range of migration path variables. We do nevertheless include a measure for the duration of residence; a continuous variable indicating the number of years since migration to Belgium. Finally, sex is included as a dummy variable ('0' for men, '1' for women).
Results
Descriptives
We first (see Table 1 ) compare the social network characteristics and loneliness of European migrants with a native partner in Belgium to those of natives with a native partner. The social networks of European migrants differ considerably in size, composition, and frequency of contact from those of natives (with a native partner).
As expected, European migrants have a smaller local family network than natives.
Even though the number of in-laws in their local network is comparable, due to the presence of a native partner, they have significantly less own relatives residing in the country (on average only one). Also the frequency of contact with the local family network, including relatives and in-laws, is significantly lower. Besides, European migrants with a native partner have a smaller local network of friends than natives with a native partner. While the natives have, on average, eight close friends in Belgium, Europeans on average have six. These friends are more often met through the partner and non-Belgians compared to the case of the native Belgian citizens. The frequency of contact with the local network of friends is nonetheless comparable between both groups. Finally, the transnational networks of family and friends is only measured in terms of frequency of contact and we find that this is higher for European migrants than for natives with a native partner.
(Insert Table 1 here)
Regarding loneliness, European migrants with a native partner in Belgium express significantly ii higher levels of social loneliness than natives with a native partner (X =0.10 compared to X =-0.23). If we take a closer look at the separate items of the scale (Table 2) , we find that, among the European respondents, 25% feel there are not plenty of people they can lean on when they have problems (20% for natives); 25% feel they can not call on their friends whenever they need them (17% for natives); 26% feel that there is not always someone they can talk to about their dayto-day problems (15% for natives); 33% feel there are not enough people they feel close to (23% for natives); and 37% feel that there are not many people they can trust completely (29% for natives). The most significant differences are found in relation to trust and the opportunities to talk about day-to-day problems.
(Insert Table 2 here)
SE path-analysis for social loneliness among European migrants
Next we specify SEMs on the group of European migrants with a native partner (Figure 1 ; n= 237) to analyse how different network correlates relate to feelings of social loneliness. European women with a native partner are more likely than European men to maintain frequent contact with the transnational family network.
However, this type of long-distance contact, be it with family or friends, turns out to have no impact on feelings of social loneliness.
(Insert Figure 1 here)
It is actually the local network that matters. Regarding the local network of friends we find that European migrants with a native partner feel less socially lonely when they: (1) have a larger circle of local friends (β = -.29); and (2) when they maintain more regular contact with this local network of friends (β = -.24). There is also an indirect effect of the size of the local network of friends and the share of own friends (not met through the partner) in this network on social loneliness, as both increase the frequency of contact with this network (respective indirect effects: β = -
.07 and β = -.11). The share of native friends in turn has no effect. There is a link between the share of native friends and the frequency of contact with the local family network, indicating that family members of the native partner are included among the native friends, but this has no effect on social loneliness.
Besides friends, family matters as well: social loneliness is lower for European migrants (3) who have more own relatives living with them in Belgium (β = -.13). It is not so much the frequency of contact with these relatives but the fact of having them nearby that seems to matter. In-laws in turn do not prove to be able to fill the relational deficit created by the absence of the migrant's relatives (no direct effect on social loneliness). Direct and indirect effects in the model explain 24 % of the variance in social loneliness within the group of intermarried European migrants. We conclude that there is an effect of the local network (and not the transnational network) on social loneliness and that the quantity, the composition and, especially for friends, the frequency of contact matters.
(Insert Table 3 
Conclusion and discussion
Our study is one of the first to focus on European migrants, their social networks and social loneliness. We did so by studying European migrants in a binational union with a native partner, in comparison to natives with a native partner.
Our results show that the social consequences of European mobility, at least for what social loneliness is considered, are substantial.
The European ideals of free and frictionless mobility, as well as the oftenmade theoretical link made between intermarriage with a local partner and inclusion/integration in society (see also Song, 2009), would suggest that this group is not prone to social loneliness after migration. Our analyses of the Belgian EUMARR data nevertheless show that social loneliness is higher among European migrants than among natives with a native partner. It is particularly striking that more than a quarter of the European migrants with a native partner feel that there is not always someone they can talk to about their day-to-day problems (as compared to 15% for the natives) and 37% do not feel that there are many people they can trust completely (as compared to 29% for the natives). This suggests that even though European migration might be easy to realize, it still has major impacts on migrants and their relationships.
To further assess the importance of loneliness, more research is needed that directly compares our results on European migrants to those of non-European migrants. If social loneliness is already high among European migrants with a native partner, it is also relevant to study how this compares to European migrants with a foreign partner or those without a partner. While our data do not allow a comparison to non-European migrants or to European migrants with a European partner or even without a partner, studying social loneliness among this assumed low-risk group of migrants might be viewed as symptomatic for the social consequences of migration in other groups.
Our study further reveals that European migrants with a native partner have a smaller local network of family and friends to rely on than natives with a native partner, and that their network of friends is composed of fewer own friends and fewer native friends. This is important as our SE analysis confirms that local network development is also one of the main strategies for tackling social loneliness for this group (Schoenmakers et al., 2014; Weiss, 1973) . Not only the size of the local network, but also the closeness to the local network (measured through frequency of contact) matters. Finally, the composition of the local network is important, too. Own relatives and own friends play a far greater role in reducing feelings of social loneliness than in-laws or friends met through the partner. In-laws are apparently not replacing own relatives. While the literature stresses the importance of transnational ties for migrants, we found that frequent transnational contacts play no role in lower levels of social loneliness but that it is local ties that matter. Apparently transnational contacts remain limited by geographical space and can not replace a close-by engaging network of family and friends.
Strikingly, the positive effect of having native friends for reducing social loneliness as found in other migrant groups was not confirmed in our analyses for ii Because of substantial differences in educational levels between Europeans with a native partner and natives with a native partner, the analyses were rerun to control for this compositional difference but findings remained the same.
